This paper presents a meta-communication model for discursive construction of communication action patterns that may be part of an information system which supports communication and cooperation in virtual intercultural communities. The paper also provides a brief review of previous ideas on meta-communication from the language action perspective.
However, a design derived from ex ante metacommunication might not guarantee successful usage of the system. As Hoppenbrouwers and Weigand [7] remarked, in situations where different background information and interpretations play a role, and intercultural contexts [14, 15, 16] are certainly the best examples of such situations, breakdown cannot always be accurately predicted, and ex post meta-communication should be considered as a potential solution to the problem.
From this perspective, a flexible communication system should provide users with means to define or change the existing properties or structures of the system which are not fully addressed by a pre-use design. This does not ignore the fact that not all users might be interested in doing such work, due to their limited technical skills or motivation. Nevertheless, it might be useful to provide users with a level of (informal) meta-cornrnunication which brings communication breakdowns into discourse, and thus to initiate further discussions or new ideas for the improvement of the system functionalities (13).
This paper discusses a model from the language action perspective that aims to provide facilities for both ex ante and ex post meta-communication on the construction of communication action patterns. We first examine the earlier work on meta-communication in the language action perspective.
META-COMMUNICATION IN THE LANGUAGE ACTION PERSPECTIVE
Meta-communication has been mentioned in a few work in the LAP research community [1, 7, 10] . Hoppenbrouwers and Weigand [7] paid explicit attention to it by regarding Van Reijswould's Transaction Process Model, which distinguishes three Layers of conversation: The Success Layer, where transactions do not suffer breakdown; the Discussion-and-Failure Layer, which is entered when breakdowns occur in the Success Layer; and finally, the Discourse Layer, where discussions take place concerning the background conditions of a group of related transaction process.
By placing meta-communication in this model and linking explicit conversation about language and definitions to various modes of specification, Hoppenbrouwers and Weigand [7] argue that conversation.about the meaning of a term, for example, can occur to clarify the communication taking place in the Success Layer (conversation for clarification). Important is that the conversation at this discussion level concerns a particular utterance in some context. Discourse for clarification, on the other hand, deals with more fundamental and general issues grounded in communal rules and norms.
In addition, Hoppenbrouwers and Weigand [7] the domains may evoke a conversation in the Discussion Layer, and if the validity claims challenged and discussed in this layer are not agreed upon, the transaction may be broken up, or more general issues and the communal norms and rules underlying the discussion may be subject of conversation in the Discourse Layer.
It is important to point out, first in line with Schoop [10] regarding the claim of comprehensibility (J. Habermas) , that an utterance can be incomprehensible both due to propositional content and due to expressions of illocutionary force, and second, in line with Hoppenbrouwers and Weigand [7] , that it is not enough to associate meta-communication with the claim to comprehensibility alone. After the claim to comprehensibility is challenged in the Success Layer, conversation for clarification at the meta-communication level may be quite different from those active in the Success Layer, including validity claims (truth, truthfulness, appropriateness, comprehensibility) and authority structure (power). Furthermore, the language and utterances used in meta-communication may cause further breakdowns, which then lead to another meta-level in meta-cornmunication, a meta-meta-communication, which may deal with the discussions of norms and rules applying to meta-communication [7, pp. 139 ].
Hoppenbrouwers and Weigand [7] further argue that utterances at the discussion level -since they are contextualized -are hardly a subject for ex ante (anticipatory) meta-communication, whereas the discourse level involving community-based rules and norms is likely to be the primary arena for ex ante meta-communication. Although a discourse on norms and rules for designing interaction for intercultural cooperation teams in a virtual environment is necessary [14] and is a subject of ex ante meta-communication, this may not suffice, because it is hard to consider all aspects of run-time situations or the preferences of all participants from various cultures. Therefore, I regard the discourse in such application contexts to be the primary area of ex post metacommunication as well.
Since the model I will present focuses on communication action patterns in intercultural teams, I will now briefly present my understanding of communication patterns.
COMMUNICATION ACTION PATTERNS AND CULTURAL VARIATIONS
I will use the term 'communication action pattern' to refer to a sequence of speech actions, i.e. speech action patterns [2] and also to communicative genres [9] and ignore the differences in their methods of discourse or conversation analysis. It is important to point out that both concepts focus on typified communication action patterns, including their communicative purposes, structures, as well as contents, and contrast their cultural differences [3, 4] .
different preconceptions of their communicative actions due to their experience with the cultural norms and conventions of the communities to which they belong [3, 4, 14, 15] . Thus, the relevant question for the design of global communication and cooperation systems is whether any norms, and if so, then what norms or principles should inform the design of structured interaction.
Some researchers have investigated the application of genre theory to computer-mediated communication [12] . Since genres are socially recognized patterns for communicative actions, they provide one source of norms and conventions for communication. Empirical studies on genres provide insight into structuring processes which is useful both for understanding and for designing the practice of genre use. However, they do not provide normative orientation for the practice of explicit structuring. This is relevant to the design of global cooperation and communication systems, where different genres may apply [13] . An effective explicit structuring of genres may become increasingly valuable in assuring the more rapid formation of a common genre repertoire to facilitate intercultural team communication, especially in rapidly changing contexts.
Applying the principles of discourse ethics [5] to designing genres and their structuring aspects in intercultural CMC contexts entails the issue of how intercultural teams may be supported by information systems that facilitate intercultural discourse about genre norms, where "the force of the best argument" (J. Habermas) implies a right to define or to change an explicit genre structure. The conditions for such discourse are that all participants must have an equal opportunity to raise issues by asking questions and giving rebuttals, and must be in an equal position to call into question the truth, correctness, appropriateness, or sincerity of what is said (see also, the critical research perspective in [6, 13] . As mentioned above, such a discourse is a part of both ex ante and ex post meta-communication.
META-COMMUNICATION FOR INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION ACTION PATTERNS
The model I will consider in the following focuses primary on 'conversation for intercultural communication action patterns' that may be part of an information system which support communication and cooperation in virtual intercultural communities. This type of conversation is a type of conversation for clarification as well, and it is a means to reach understanding on the structure, content and form of communication action patterns. The difficulty of separating content and structure is obvious. Nevertheless, it might be of practical value to distinguish between In line with Habermas's rules of discourse [5] , each actor is allowed to introduce any proposal into the metacommunication in intercultural teams. In this discourse, all validity claims should be open for discussion. The expectation is that agreements that are intersubjectively valid on all dimensions can ensure continued participation. In addition, as de Moor [1] argues for specification discourses, users should have the freedom to decide which claims to discuss. Hence, no formal representation of validity claims and their dependency is necessary. Instead, a natural language-like discussion facility based on a formal communicative action-grounded discourse coordination mechanism is needed which incorporates the rules of discourse in order to approximate Habermas's 'ideal speech situation' for intercultural teams. Since the procedures for compromise construction are themselves justifiable through discourse, the legitimacy of the structures of communication patterns may also be strengthened.
CONCLUDING REMARKS
The model of conversation for intercultural communication action patterns focuses more on structures than on contents. Instead of regarding only general consideration of meta-communication based on validity claims, the model advocates grouping aspects such as conversation for structural aspects, conversation for definitions, etc.
The model can be used in the design phase as well as during system use time. For example, in the ENFORUM design environment [8] , which aims to realize collaborative production of domain-specific encyclopedic knowledge using electronic forums 4, discussions about ENFORUM's features have also taken place via various communication forums. In the current stage of development, the application of the model can be explored for ex ante meta-comrnunication. However, the proposed model can be applied in the final system as well to allow users to dynamically change their communication patterns with the help of the system. The issue of how the final system can support users needs further investigation.
Instead of using speech acts, which represent the smallest meaningful unit of communication, communication action patterns or genres are considered which can include several speech acts. Thus, the concept of genre as a unit of discourse analysis is located between speech acts and discourses, whereby the latter can involve both genres and 4 Further Information about ENFORUM at http://www.infwiss.uni-konstanz.de/enforum/index_frames.shtml speech acts (see also [4] ). It is argued in this paper that a genre repertoire of communication may help conceptualize the ways, rules and practices of communication among participants. However, it should be remarked that identifying genres means abstracting from recurrent, routine-like instances of communication to create typologies, thus losing some of the richness of real communication in day-to-day life.
Finally, it should be pointed out that an important aspect of such meta-communication models is that they allow us to discuss communication rules and norms and thus advocate norm-based authority structures which are relative and can be easily changed and questioned. Contrary to this, power-based authority cannot be easily challenged (see also [1] ). The establishment of discourse rules for the definition/modification of communication rules can take into account the interests and social values of the various participants.
